Introduction
The Madhyamakahṛdayakārikā (MHK) and its commentary Tarkajvālā (TJ) of Bhāviveka (500-570) are not only the earliest but also one of the most representative doxographical literatures in the Indian Buddhist tradition. As He and van der Kuijp (2014, 311) have recently remarked, among the same kind of literature, only the Tattvasaṅgraha (TS) and its commentary Pañjikā (TSP) of Śāntarakṣita (725-788) and Kamalaśīla (740-795) may be mentioned as their rivals. However, He and van der Kuijp (ibid.) do not observe any relationship between these two groups of works when they state: There is also something curious about their intertextuality or, better, the lack of thereof. These large-scale treatises [=TS and TSP] do not even once appear to allude to MH or TJ.
In this paper, I examine Śāntarakṣita s critique of the Mīmāṃsaka doctrine of vedāpauruṣeyatva (the authorlessness of the Veda) and attempt to read traces of Bhāviveka s opinions in it. By doing so, I discuss that Śāntarakṣita weakens the significance of Bhāviveka s claims and he adopts Dharmakīrti s opinion as the final position. At least regarding the few verses under review here, Śāntarakṣita clearly refers to Bhāviveka s works; it is just that he does not take Bhāviveka as the final authority on the matter. Kumārila s reasoning is that the Veda is an authorless text since the transmission of the text is eternal and no one is remembered as the author of the Veda. 5) Applying the same logic to Buddhist scripture, Śāntarakṣita states that the transmission of Buddhist scripture is also eternal and that it was manifested, rather than composed, by the Buddha.
Weakening Bhāviveka s Opinion 1: On the Evil/Human Authorship of the Veda
Bhāviveka also invites similar Mīmāṃsaka argument in MHK 9.4: the Veda is authorless as its author is not remembered and it is the scripture as its transmission lineage has 
Śāntarakṣita s Policy of Having Dharmakīrti over Bhāviveka
The fact that Śāntarakṣita does not ultimately argue for the human authorship of the Veda and the authorlessness of Buddhist scripture is because he subscribes to an alternative strategy of criticizing vedāpauruṣeyatva held by Saṅghabhadra ( ; 5th cen.) 13) and
Dharmakīrti (7th cen. The underlined parts are reminiscent of the reason (hetu) and example (dṛṣṭānta) parts in Bhāviveka s syllogism. Śāntarakṣita s verses, however, present the act of killing as brahmins conduct (rather than the Veda s teaching) and a comparison is made between brahmins and Persians/the Magas 17) (rather than between the Veda and the Magas treatise).
This modification of the use of the same elements is necessitated by the established thesis that the Veda is meaningless. Moreover, it is this thesis that forced the elements from Bhāviveka s syllogism, albeit visible, to serve the different purpose of criticizing brahmins and not their text, the Veda.
Conclusion
Śāntarakṣita, criticizing the Mīmāṃsaka doctrine of vedāpauruṣeyatva, employs Bhāviveka s critiques of the same doctrine. However, his final position on the subject is indebted to the reasoning of Saṅghabhadra and Dharmakīrti. Bhāviveka s opinions are mere-ly treated as a possibility or put forward only for the argument s sake. Nevertheless, this does not mean that Śāntarakṣita does not refer to Bhāviveka s works.
As this study demonstrates, Śāntarakṣita did not rely exclusively on Dharmakīrti s works and the commentaries on them. One of the sources of information for Buddhist strategies of confronting philosophical others was Bhāviveka s MHK and TJ. Traces of Bhāviveka s works need to be discerned and acknowledged in our future reading of TS and TSP. , . , . 14) To my knowledge, Saṅghabhadra is the first Buddhist who critically discussed the doctrine of vedāpauruṣeyatva and who opined that the Veda must be meaningless text should it be maintained that it is authorless. Whether Dharmakīrti was influenced by Saṅghabhadra is hard to determine. Here I merely point out that they shared a similar opinion of the doctrine of vedāpauruṣeyatva. Another possible influence of Saṅghabhadra on Dharmakīrti concerns the latter s notion of arthakriyā. For a survey of previous studies on this matter and how Śāntarakṣita, possibly strategically, equates Saṅghabhadra s
